T HERE is A TRAGEDY and a paradox in bad faith, in an explicit confessional stance which is rooted in anxiety and is sustained through dishonesty, pretense, and false apologetics. It appears in the manifold tensions of self-deception or in the falseness between verbal belief and actual practice. Bad faith constitutes a contradiction at the heart of consciousness, because what is projected as piety or orthodoxy or religious experience is actually a fearful attempt to evade the psychological and social costs of reflection and freedom. Paradoxically, this attempt to escape human responsibilities in the name of religion undermines any chance of genuine faith, because it disengages personal commitment from the truth within life. Bad faith destroys the experiential basis of authentic faith.
These periodic revolutions-allowing for all the imperfections of broad brush strokes-can be found spelling one another off continually in the history of Western philosophy. Metaphysics gives way to epistemology as the fundamental science. Epistemology and cognitional theory in their turn are replaced by semantics and pragmatics. The circle is complete when these give way before revivals of metaphysics as a first philosophy. So Leibniz and Christian Wolff are overthrown in the Copernican revolution of Kant and surrender the field to the rich developments of German idealism. This reformation was itself attacked at the turn of the century by philosophers who found its language meaningless or its systems pretentiously out of contact with human experiences and the more immediate needs for social change. In the last hundred years epistemologies have once more been leveled by questions of meaning and action ("What exactly do you mean?") which are exhibited in philosophies of language, praxis, and phenomenology. 6 Theological reflection is profoundly affected by this reformulation of philosophic focus. "Just as the concrete reality of grace includes nature as an inner moment within itself, so also in our question ... philosophy is an inner moment of theology." 7 This is not simply true of theological reflection whose evidence is the revelation of God in Jesus Christ. The shift in philosophic focus necessarily entails a co-ordinate alteration in any discussion of divine reality. In a more metaphysical period God is reached as the ultimate principle of the generation of the universe and the final explanation of its perdurance. As philosophic issues obtain an epistemological emphasis, God becomes an assumption necessary for the moral life or an underlying dynamic which realizes itself in all mental activity and human history. In a third period, one of semantics and pragmatics, theological reflection is directed not so much to a cause of being or to a postulate of ethics and intentionality as to the meaningfulness of religious discourse, the divine relationship with personal and societal creativity, and to the phenomenology of religious experience. The "God question" is evoked not so much by the universe or by the prerequisites for a sense of duty as by the unavoidable nature of certain human experiences or by the interpersonal and societal responsibilities which necessitate (or obviate) religious language and faith commitments. Human experience, whether caught in language or embodied in action, is the fundamental object of contemporary theological discourse.
The simplicity of this formula, however, obscures the vast pluralism of realizations. Current theological reflection locates religious experienceeither the presence or the absence of God-in quite différent "places."
Carl Jung and those religious thinkers influenced by his thought place the divine as the God-archetype, an archetype of wholeness, in the underlying collective unconsciousness and find it rising symbolically into awareness with a dynamic ability to collect all other factors of human consciousness around it. 8 Contrasting sharply with this, though not necessarily in contradiction, Louis Dupré in a recent remarkable study advances the evidence of mystical experience to assert that the divine is that which transcends the human and draws it beyond ordinary consciousness, underlining the claim of Ruysbroeck that "this revelation of the Father, in fact, raises the soul above reason, to an imageless nakedness."
9 Religious experience lies not so much with an underlying archetype as with a superessential destiny. "Thus the ultimate message of the mystic about the nature of selfhood is that the self is essentially more than a mere self, that transcendence belongs to its nature as much as the act through which it is immanent to itself."
10 Langdon Gilkey and David Tracy, following a path laid by Karl Jaspers' Grenzsituationen, argue to the justification and possible validity of religious discourse from human limit-situations in which ultimacy is experienced, at least as a question, and for which only religious discourse is appropriate thematization-such experiences as deep joy in existence or an anxiety before the Void which contains an infinite threat to meaning and value. In these experiences "there is a dim, but present awareness of what is actually ultimate, unconditioned, and sacred, quite beyond the level of finitude in ourselves and around us.
11 Jung, Dupré, Gilkey, and Tracy represent modes of discovery of the divine within and through the human but at vastly different "levels" of human experience, even though the differentiations be those of complementarity rather than of contradiction. It is often difficult for the proponents of one of these modes to grasp the seriousness of the other. Edward C. Whitmont, for example, protests against the critics of Jung that "this does not reduce God to 'nothing but an archetype/ " 12 Peter Berger indicates his own agreement with the previous work of Dupré while launching a harshly unsympathetic attack on Gilkey and Tracy for failure to perceive that religious symbols "also adumbrate the limits of another world impinging on this one."
13 Berger seems not to grasp the problematic situation which engages their reflection, and he elevates their dialectical beginnings with contemporary secularity to an ontological commitment which would dismiss the very disclosures of God which they have been at pains to describe. Actually, within the pluralism of contemporary theology, each of these phénoménologies of experience has made its own contribution to the comprehensive appropriation of religious experience and has raised prospects of enormous promise.
Can there still be another "level of experience," one which neither entitatively underlies or mystically transcends ordinary human consciousness nor existentially evokes the divine question from human awareness at moments of poignant sensibility? Can it be asserted that the experience of the Transcendent, of God, is also an abiding involvement of the most ordinary human activity, pervasively present and borne nonthematically upon consciousness in all that human beings do? Must the circuit of everyday consciousness be "closed"?
14 This is a cri cal issue, and it constitutes the question of this paper.
This study proposes to examine the process of inquiry as an example of such routine activity and to argue that there are three distinct and ascending moments of the experience of God in any serious search for knowledge. It does not maintain that inquiry is the "highest" human activity or that these three moments exhaust the presence of God in the process that is examined, or (even less) that these moments are often religiously thematized. It does maintain, however, that one can establish and distinguish three stages in the very ordinary process of human inquiry in which the immanence of the transcendent God can be found. Finally, it is the contention of this paper that these three moments constitute an ascending and cumulative experience of commitment which must underlie any confessional faith-commitment if it is to be authentic, if faith is not to be based on bad faith.
By way of overview, it might be helpful to summarize the content of what these pages will later develop.
1) The process of inquiry itself as a movement of continuous transcendence. In the dynamic contained in any serious investigation, there is a fundamental orientation toward that which is qualitatively different from any single thing of our experience-an orientation toward that which is endlessly the content of explanation, beyond which the movement of the mind cannot pass and which the inquisitive powers of the mind cannot in any way comprehend or exhaust.
God is present here as this asymptotic horizon or as the never comprehended "lure of transcendence," as the complete intelligibility which gives "context" to everything else encountered and understood but is endlessly other. God is the direction toward which human transcendence moves.
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2) The claim of truth to be acknowledged. When a person begins to recognize the truth of any particular situation, he or she experiences the absolute claim that truth makes upon a human being for full acknowledgment. (By "absolute" I mean that the truth makes this claim simply by being what it is, independent of any other considerations.) One is obliged or is called to acknowledge the truth, at least to oneself, simply because it is the truth. In this, one experiences the fundamental responsibility of the human person to the truth in a claim that is pervasively present in any inquiry undertaken.
God is present here in this absolute and endless claim of truth upon the human conscience. This claim is the offer of grace, i.e., it presents the possibility that one will unconditionally and absolutely accept truth as that which will govern one's life. God is present as that possibility which waits upon the free decision of the human person.
3) The acknowledgment of truth through assent. When I acknowledge freely the truth whose claim upon me I have felt, and acknowledge it simply because it is the truth, I have consented to a radical priority which gives definition to my life. I have given truth an absolute obedience and fidelity irrespective of its difficulties and of my own weakness, an obedience and fidelity which nothing else rivals.
God is present here as the realization of grace, and the actualization of the nearness of His incomprehensible mystery which a person takes for the meaning and the government of his or her life in a total way and which is realized categorically in one's relationship with each concrete thing. It is a commitment which dominates all one's relationships and yet is identical with none of them.
The first part of this study will examine the dynamic of the human spirit toward the Transcendent (stage 1), while the second part will take up the experience of both the claim and the acknowledgment of truth (stages 2 and 3). The contrast can be put more sharply: the first part deals with the movement of the human person toward the absolute; the second part, with the movement of the absolute in upon the human person.
THE MOVEMENT TOWARD TRANSCENDENCE

Transcendence in Theoretic Science
When Albert Einstein described the processes of ordinary knowledge or the procedures of theoretic science, he did so as a movement toward a higher unity, toward a basic concept or a theoretical structure which would co-ordinate "the chaotic diversity of our sense-experience" and give it rationality and sense. "The scientific way of forming concepts differs from that which we use in our daily life, not basically, but merely in the more precise definition of concepts and conclusions; more pains-taking and systematic choice of experimental material; and a greater logical economy." 15 In both ordinary knowledge and in theoretical physics the process of inquiry moves toward subsuming the individual subjects or the particular instances under concepts and formulations that give them sense and co-ordination.
The history of modern astrophysics, for example, finds its beginnings in the labored and particularized registration of astral phenomena over twenty years by Tycho Brahe. This enormous amount of data was subsumed by Kepler into the brilliant simplicity of the three laws of planetary motion. Within the century these three descriptions of elliptical movement would be subsumed as the diverse realization of the single concept of universal gravitation. In other words, in each of these stages the intelligibility or understanding of the subject matter was obtained by going beyond ("transcending") the particularity of the things or facts which were to be understood. The painstaking and individual observations were understood in the general mathematical structures of conic sections which unified them all. These mathematical structures, of elliptical paths and of angular surface velocity and of the relation between orbital periods and solar distances, were in their turn transcended or subsumed under a more general law by which all material bodies attract each other with a force directly proportional to their masses and inversely proportional to the square of the distance between them. In each of these stages of celestial mechanics, knowledge of the particulars came about by moving beyond the subject which posed the immediate problematic situation (i.e., by transcending it) through a conceptual structure, a meaning in which the brute fact was subsumed and understood in a new context. But the history of the development of mechanics was not simply from the particulars to the general. The generality of the very abstract mathematical formula can itself be transcended; one can move beyond it to additional instances in which the general law is realized. In other words, one can move not only from subject to predicate, but from predicate to subject. One can move beyond general possibility to concrete actuality or realization. So it was that the general laws which were elaborated for celestial mechanics would be progressively applied-in what Mach called "the extended application of mechanics and the deductive development of the science"-to hydrodynamics, elasticity, thermodynamics, optics, magnetism, and electricity. 16 And it was here that the process began again. In Faraday's attempt to subsume electromagnetic phenomena under Newtonian mechanics, new descriptions were elaborated of fields of force distributed through space which would find their precise mathematical formulation in the differential equations of Maxwell and their general conceptual structure in the theory of special relativity.
17 So in the development of physics the movement of knowledge has been either to go beyond the particularity of individual data and measurements to a more general conceptual scheme in which these are co-ordinated and illumined, or to go beyond the potentiality of a theoretical structure-say, Riemannian geometry-to the particular and actual instances in which it is realized and, consequently, of which it can be predicated. In either case, knowledge is advanced or meaning realized in the experience of transcendence.
Transcendence in Ordinary Knowledge
But this is true, as Einstein noted, in ordinary experience as well -either in new meanings which we achieve and invent, or in new referents in which these are demonstrated or realized. In daily experience we learn what things are by a complicated process of recognition and induction. We formulate concepts or structures of meaning which we apply to everything in our experience, and everything in our experience ministers to this process. In her study of Merleau-Ponty, Marjorie Grene cites the example of seeing: "Seeing is not intellection; it is not the thought of seeing, Merleau-Ponty keeps insisting; yet neither is it a dumb show. It is the coming into being of meanings, of beings with meaning, at the pre-conceptual, pre-thetic level which has to support all conceptualization." classes are also called desks; this vastly different fourth is a desk. We go beyond each desk by the formation of the meaning "desk." This meaning is initially clumsy, vague, is only gradually made more precise-a concept which applies to many more individual things than to this single desk. Yet, paradoxically, it is this "going beyond" which allows us to know what this single thing is: we know what it is by going beyond it, either in terms of the description of its behavior or the definition by its make-up and purposes. We relate this meaning to an indefinite number of objects, some of which I have seen and touched, some of which I will never experience, some of which may never exist.
This "going beyond," it should be clear by now, is what I mean by the word "transcend": we transcend any individual object in the formulation of a concept which is common to it and to others. We transcend anything when we know it; we transcend anything in order to know it. We subsume it into a new context.
From this single meaning "desk" we can go on to chairs, papers, typewriters, and begin to consider them all as things that human beings have made, as "artificial things." The concept "artificial things" goes beyond any of them in particular-as particular things and as particular concepts which differ so profoundly among themselves-to something that is more general and that unites as it transcends each of these particular meanings. Meaning, as Michael Polanyi has indicated, is a matter of total context. Meaning is a focal whole which integrates subsidiarily intended particulars, whether that unity comes out of a general formal structure or out of a single influence which explains a multiplicity of data. Whether as predicate or as causal factor, the focal whole brings a context which "makes sense" of variance and plurality. The central, as well as the most ordinary, act of human knowing is the awareness or the formulation of these meaning-units in which the most divergent particulars can be co-ordinated and grasped in a unity.
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Or one can go in the opposite direction, moving beyond abstract and general concepts to their application and realization in vastly different cases. One can go beyond the "artificial things" in its abstractness, which one has gathered or induced from desks and chairs, paper and typewriter, and see it realized in painting, poems, opera, and the novel, and from this realization construct an entirely different form of literary criticism. This is to transcend the abstract and potential by a movement toward the actual, as one can transcend the concrete individual by an elaboration or Beyond the Finite My question is: Why does the mind move in this constantly transcending fashion? Why must it always "move beyond"? It is simply a fact that nothing, neither abstract formulae nor concrete data, either exhausts its progress or arrests its inquiry. On the contrary, each of them makes this transcendence imperative. The concept's limitation to abstraction and potentiality points to the possibility of its realization in the concrete, and any datum of experience raises the question of its behavior, its definition, and the causal factors which have brought about its condition. It is the limitation of each which allows and even pushes the mind to go on, to go beyond, to transcend it, and through that transcendence to know and explain it.
This limitation is not just the quantitative limitation of time and space, but the qualitative limitation that each of these does not explain itself. Each of these is understood, explained, grasped in terms of what is other than itself: either the description of its behavior, the internal factors which account for its make-up, the generic horizon against which it is placed, the causal influences which have constituted it or affected its behavior; or what is its concrete meaning in human experience, what is its relevance, its realization and instantiation. For the predicate is always "more" than the subject, and the subject is always richer and more complex than any of its single predicates. Neither of these is perfectly clear in terms of itself, so that its opaqueness drives the inquiry on. The mind that is looking for understanding not only can go on, it must go on. It must transcend. The limitations of whatever is the object of problematic investigation make this transcendence imperative. This is a critically important point to underline: it is the nonbeing that lies at the heart, and constitutes the essential limitation, of anything we encounter or understand, that makes the mind move on. It is the finiteness of the finite, i.e., it is what the "thing" or the "concept" is not, that makes the inquiry go beyond. The movement is away from the nonbeing (that is essential to this finite reality) toward something that is more-either the inclusive "more" of a meaning-unit which will contextualize the most diverse objects of our experience, or the inclusive "more" of the actual concrete reality which is both above and beyond the potentiality of a conceptual structure and which unites in its concrete actuality many diverse predicates. And yet each of these, formula and concrete object, has its own limitations which point to its own need to be transcended in order to be understood. The experience of this limitation is "wonder," and it lies at the basis of all inquiry.
For what is it about anything which makes it questionable? What is it about any datum of experience or formal structure which makes us raise the question, what, or how, or why? Wonder is a double experience: the mind is not satisfied with what it has-it experiences limitation; at the same time it intuits that more intelligibility, more understanding, and more explanation of what is before it, is not only possible but demanded for its satisfaction.
Toward the Infinite
This opens up the question of direction. The line indicated by the vector of the mind is consistently and necessarily beyond anything finite. In fact, it is this limitation of what we encounter and understand that makes this "going beyond" a rational imperative. Once the limitation of any context, however inclusive, has been grasped, the mind must move beyond in order to understand this context, which was itself the source of explanation of what had gone before. But what is the direction toward which this transcendence radically and always moves? If the mind must move beyond the limited, what is it moving toward-even if it is towards an asymptotic limit which is never reached, but which is always "intended"?
The mind must be moving toward that which is not finite, that which is qualitatively other than what makes this movement an internal necessity. The "toward which" is other than the "beyond which." For the limited is always being transcended, always being understood through being transcended. The movement is toward complete understanding, toward that which constitutes a context both for its own rationality and for the understanding of that which has driven the mind on. One may well deny that complete understanding of so qualitatively infinite a context will ever be accessible to human beings; but it is hard to see how one could deny that it is the direction toward which the mind is moving. Wonder and inquiry are awakened by the experience that the direction of the mind in its transcendence is beyond the limitations of the finite.
For the encounter with the finite itself is the experience of the mind's movement toward a reality which is other. In fact, the very experience of the blockage, or of the limitation, of the finite precisely as finite is given only in the drive to go beyond it-sometimes experienced as question, sometimes as anxiety, sometimes as frustration. In all of these situations one recognizes that this content does not satisfy. Satisfy what? Satisfy the mind's drive for complete understanding. One encounters here, precisely in the experience of limitation, a horizon of consciousness (toward which the mind is moving) which is other than every direct object of its experience. For what is encountered in anything which is questionable is something whose dependencies upon other factors indicate its profound and essential relativity, possessing its meaning and its explanation by reference to something else. This is basically Hegel's assertion against Kant: "A very little consideration might show that to call a thing finite or limited proves by implication the very presence of the infinite and the unlimited, and our knowledge of a limit can only be when the unlimited is on this side of consciousness."
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What the mind is "toward" is the infinite. If the direction of the mind is toward that which is other than the limited rationality of data and formulae, and if this movement is made imperative by the very limitations of the limited, then the only reality that can be its direction or the "object" of its "intention" is the infinite. What cannot be transcended is the infinite/endless-not the concept of the endless, which is as finite as any other concept, but the reality of the infinite/endless. The infinite makes transcendence a possibility. It is a condition for the possibility of inquiry.
This "endless" which is the condition and "intention" of what MerleauPonty called "the volubility of the mind" is not the indefinite extension of material things or the indeterminate application to an ever-widening multiplicity of the concept. 21 Human transcendence is not toward "more of the same." For it is this "same" which demands further transcendence to be understood. It is toward that which is other than this "same," and which gives this "same" its context and rationality. It is toward the endlessness, which is both real and rational, of that which is present to human awareness as an asymptotic horizon, one never realized, one hauntingly present as the "toward" in every act of inquiry and knowledge and one which keeps drawing the inquiring mind on-what Rahner refers to as the Woraufhin der Transzendenz.
22 Einstein found the uncovering of this presence the major contribution which the scientist makes to religion:
By way of understanding, he achieves a far-reaching emancipation from the shackles of personal hopes and desires, and thereby attains the humble attitude of mind towards the grandeur of reason, incarnate in existence, and which, in its profoundest depth, is inaccessible to man. This attitude, however, appears to me to be religious, in the highest sense of the word. science not only purifies the religious impulse of the dross of its anthropomorphism but also contributes to a religious spiritualization of our understanding of life.
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Reality of the Infinite
It is toward this that the passion of the mind moves, that which gives the constant dynamic of transcendence its direction and energy. For the movement of the human spirit is not a movement of despair, the eternal myth of Sisyphus; it is energized with the confidence that things can be made intelligible-even further, by a faith in a final rationality toward which the finiteness of things points-as each of them and their sum point beyond themselves toward their final and definitive context and meaning.
Herein lies the ground for the conviction that the infinite which lies asymptotically as the horizon of all inquiry, no matter how extended, is neither the nothingness of Heidegger nor the empty transcendence of Bloch. The drive of the mind is toward the real. The drive of the intellectual search is for more inclusive contexts in which the real, either understood or simply encountered, exists. Even the drive for meaning is not for abstract formulae which bear no relationship to existence, whether possible or actual, but toward those which provide an understanding of and a context for everything affirmed as real. Human inquiry takes place within a primordial grasp of the real and is an effort to deepen and expand that grasp. The real is found-or, rather, speaks to me-right from the beginnings of rationality.
Thus, to affirm anything finite as real and as intelligible is to affirm implicitly the reality of its most inclusive context. Inquiry takes place within that double affirmation, moving from the initial subject matter to discover the context which constitutes the condition of its possibility, its fundamental explanation. The movement of inquiry is the progressive movement toward that horizon which has already been implicitly affirmed as real and as the source of understanding.
For Ricoeur, this is the tension which constitutes the "geological fault" within the human person. I am at once infinite in my striving for knowledge and finite in my perspective. stand, that meaning by which we understand conceptually, is always limited. The attempt to focus upon it directly (as we are doing in these paragraphs) is only, in point of fact, to elaborate a concept whose reality is finite and which itself points to that which it is not and which it is attempting to present to awareness. This direction, toward which all knowing points and which it never realizes, has figured differently in different philosophers in the history of Western thought. Kant called it the proper use of the term "absolute": "that which is valid in all respects, without limitation.
9 ' 20 Aquinas spoke of formal infinity, which he defined as that complete actuality which in no way was contextualized by another: "Esse Dei est per se subsistens non receptum in aliquo, prout dicitur infinitum." 26 However one names it and however one defends or counters its reality, not even Kant denied its presence to consciousness, though he failed to give adequate weight to the drive of human knowledge to understand things as they are, to its inability to rest content with appearances, to its abiding intending of the real. The whole dynamism of the mind is toward the real.
Experience of Mystery
As the Absolute or as the Infinite, the endlessly intelligible or infinitely rational becomes paradoxically incomprehensible. Not that "it" cannot in any way be object of awareness or discussion, but because it cannot be even rudimentarily comprehended. It is never directly encountered or understood. It is "intended" in every movement of inquiry; it is adequately conceptualized by none of them. It can endlessly be the "object" of human investigation and desire, is endlessly intelligible; but all that we establish only indicates how profoundly incomprehensible it is. This is why we call it mystery-not opaqueness but inexhaustible intelligibility. Human inquiry is always toward and within mystery.
A distinction of Bonaventure is useful here: apprehendere vs. comprehenderé. 21 To "apprehend" is to grasp something of reality-but only to touch on it, not to encircle it, not to grasp it definitionally. To "comprehend" is to encircle, to grasp something in description and definition. I can apprehend the mystery within which I Uve and toward which my every conscious act moves; I can comprehend that there is this mystery and that the dynamic of my mind and of its inquiries is oriented toward Freedom is experienced in three different and distinct moments of this choice: either antecedently, as the choice to allow the inquiry to move forward honestly to its conclusions; or concomitantly, in the recognition that one is doing this to the best of one's abilities or not; or subsequently, in the recognition that one could have done otherwise as the lines of the argument now begin to converge. In all three of these moments freedom is experienced both as the liberty to continue or not to continue the inquiry and the freedom (far more profound) to face up to the truth once recognized with acknowledgment or to block it in some way.
The freedom we are speaking of lodges between recognition and acknowledgment.
The fourth dimension is absolute claim. There is the concomitant recognition that it is wrong to block this acknowledgment of the truth of a situation, either by lying to oneself or by refusing to allow the evidence to emerge into consciousness. The truth of the situation makes a claim upon me to be acknowledged; and it makes this claim simply because it is what it is. This is what I would call an "absolute claim," and I find it every time I begin to recognize the truth in a situation. I find that the recognizedbut-unacknowledged truth of a situation (in some way, however mysterious) demands to be acknowledged or faced with frank awareness. And it makes this demand not in virtue of some external command, whether divine or human, but simply in virtue of itself, simply because it is the truth. So accurate is the term "absolute" for this claim that there is no claim which could deserve it more.
If, for example, I were to find a conflict between the commands of the Church and the claim of a dawning recognition of the truth in a situation, I would be obliged to follow the truth which I have begun to recognize, and I would immediately experience any attempt to distract me from this acknowledgment of truth as radically wrong. What is said here of the Church could be said of any confessional commitment. We have here a claim which takes an experienced priority over any other claim upon our consciousness.
If, per impossible, I were to find a conflict between the movement of grace or the commands of Christ or a precept of God and the claim of truth to be acknowledged, I would be obliged to follow the awakening truth. So we have an experienced claim which either identifies with the claim of God upon us or is greater than God's claim upon us, which is impossible.
The fifth dimension is variation and difference. My experience is that there are things which exercise a greater claim to recognition and acknowledgment than others, that when I He to myself about them I have done something far more significantly wrong than when I do the same thing about trivial matters. This is to experience that some things seem obviously more important to me, and that, according to their importance, to refuse them their claim upon me for recognition and acknowledgment leaves me with a more profound sense of dishonesty than to refuse others which are of minor importance. I find, in short, that the claim of truth upon me, though always absolute, varies in importance in proportion to the importance of the truth to be acknowledged.
The sixth dimension of the experience I am describing is that it is absolute and omnipresent. In a general orientation to the truth, there is an experience that is steady and without variation. Each situation in some way instantiates or embodies this general claim of truth upon me, but none can simply be identified with it. In the general claim of truth upon me, I find a claim that is so absolute and so determinant of what I do, both for its structure and for its worth, that I discover it in every aspect of my life and mirrored in every situation without limit. For the claim that is laid upon me is not confined to this or that situation. It is the universal claim of reality, of what there is, for my recognition and acknowledgment. This claim of truth for acknowledgment can be experienced and decided about in this or that situation, but it identifies with no single situation nor with the finite sum of them.
In every situation, therefore, one can find within one's experience two interpenetrating but distinct factors: (1) the truth which is simply identified with this situation: the answer or this thing or this conclusion, to be acknowledged simply because it is the truth here; (2) the truth toward which one is totally and endlessly ordered, which permeates this situation and every situation but is in no sense identified with it. It does not vary as each situation varies and it is not limited as each situation is limited. Its claim is absolute, steady, pervasive, and endless, infinite both in time and space, infinite in that there is nothing more perfect. This orientation (Woraufhin) gives direction to my life in proportion as I experience my life as morally right, and each situation takes on its importance as it points to this endless truth to which I am oriented and with which it does not identify.
To clarify this distinction, I shall refer to the truth that is coincident with any particular situation as "truth" and the truth to which I am absolutely and pervasively ordered as "Truth." By this distinction, however, I do not want to prejudice the issue, but it is the case that in each situation I face I encounter (1) 2) Can I not explain this "orientation" through a previous and early training? The early training can alter this orientation, modify it, but it is subsequent to it. Any "training" would depend upon this orientation toward truth as its prior foundation, and the most it could do would be to particularize the truth of a situation in various and perhaps erroneous ways.
More importantly, I am not dealing here with a compulsion or a blind drive. On the contrary, there is the real experience of freedom before, during, and subsequent to the choice to acknowledge or to refuse the truth of a situation, as indicated above. Herein lies the profound possibility for human evil: either to refuse to deal with questions, evidence, or argumentation honestly, i.e., to deny the truth which one has begun to recognize on an unarticulated level; or to identify this Truth with the finite, with a political party, a social class, a national consciousness, an economic advantage. The ultimate human failure is either to deny the claim to fidelity which Truth makes absolutely upon one's life-to live a life in fundamental bad faith-or to absolutize the finite, irrespective of its truth, and to attach this "fidelity" to what is limited and derivative.
3) Does this identify the truth of each situation with God? No, but it does involve them deeply. Each situation has its own truth, correlative with its importance (bonum) and identified with its being (esse). No situation can be identified with Truth itself.
a) It would be possible for me to lie to myself about one of these situations without destroying my total orientation toward the Truth, without being dishonest about other situations, although in proportion to my intensity of concentration upon the general orientation toward Truth it becomes increasingly difficult to deny any of its realizations.
6) The relationship between Truth and the truth of this particular situation can best be grasped when I have violated it. When I have lied to myself about a particular datum or twisted a particular line of inquiry to come up with the answer with which I am comfortable, my experience is that my feeling is not simply that I have not done justice to a particular situation. It is rather that I feel disoriented from something far more pervasive which permeates this situation and is instantiated by the situation, but something toward which I am moving (or should be moving) and by which I am absolutely governed (or should be governed) and which is greater than this particular situation. Note also: when I violate the truth of this particular argument or twist the lines of this inquiry, I feel that I have violated Truth in my Ufe, but not that I have done injury to other particular situations. Here lies the distinction between (1) the truth of this situation, (2) the sum total of truths of other situations, (3) Truth toward which I am ordered and by which I am governed and which I never fully reach, but which claims me in every situation and in every inquiry. c) Looking at the answer to a problem or the conclusion of an experiment or the truth of a particular situation, I would probably consider myself of more importance and my own interests of more spontaneous vitality. Yet I subordinate these interests and these self-serving instincts to particular things whose obvious value is less than mine. Why, unless their truth embodied a Truth whose claim and importance was greater than anything else in my life? That toward which I am moving and by which I am directed and ordered is more than each of these things and quite different from their sum-infinitely more both in its extension in and through all of them, and in its own completeness, which it invests in each thing, giving each a worth that is infinitely more than itself.
CONCLUSION
Thus Truth is experienced as the direction (Woraufhin) toward which any engagement in inquiry points, as the critical, final, and pervasive source (Wovonher) of the absolute claim that each thing makes, as that by which a human person may be governed and guided with a priority above every other consideration. It gives definition and final value to human life. It is this truth and the deep determination to be governed by the Truth which is the foundation of everything that is noble in a human being, and the denial of whose claim for acknowledgment and fidelity is universally and inexorably evil. This is the reality we call God, but experienced so differently: first, as the constantly receding and incomprehensible horizon toward which the transcendence of knowledge moves but never grasps; then, almost in contrast, as the One which approaches and makes an absolute claim upon my life and its direction, and makes this claim simply by being what it is; finally, as that which, if accepted, gives to human life a meaning or a value that is as comprehensive as its acceptance. The claim of Truth upon a human being's life is experienced as sacred, a claim which makes holy the lines of painstakingly honest investigation in which the goodness that is Truth takes increasing possession of the lives of those human beings for whom Truth is a continental care and habitual love.
For, finally, and critically, it is this submission to the Truth that must ground and continually support any faith-commitment or any confessional stance. In this ascending involvement with Truth, much more than human intellection has been pledged. The search that is any serious inquiry, the profound experience of claim, and the surrender of acknowledgment, all involve the total moral Ufe of a human being in so far as it is caught up in 
